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Remarks 

Claims 1-23 are ciixrently pending and are presently under consideralign. The 
Examiner^s Answer incoTredly states that the claims stand or fall together hecause there is no 
statement in the Appeal Brief to the contrary. However, the Appeal Brief was filed after the 
effective date of 37 C.F.R- § 41.37 which removed the requirement of the separate grouping of 
claims section. The Appeal Brief argued the claims separately, which satisfies the requirement 
of 37 C.F.IL §4137(c)(l)(vii) and the claims do not stand or fell together. 

Favorable reconsideration of the subject patent application is respectfully requested in 
view of the comments herein. In particular, the following conmients address deficiencies 
contended in the Examiner's Answer to applicants' Appeal Brief. 

I, Regarding the Retection of Clai ms l-.^. ^ ^-7, 10^12 and lS-23 Under 35 U,S.C. 

The Examiner incorrectly maintains the rejection of claims 1-3, 5-7, 10-12 and 15-23 
under 35 U.S.C. §l03(a) as being unpatentable over Sanada (U-S. 5,843,527) in view of Ogata 
(U.S. 6,313,903). It is respectfully submitted that the assertions brought forth in the Final Office 
Action and the Examiner's Answer are incorrect in view of at least the reasons set forth below as 
well as in applicants' Appeal Brief Neither Sanada nor Ogata, alone or in combination* teach or 
suggest all limitations as recited in the subject claims. 

Independent claim 1 : 

Claim 1 (from which claims 2-3, 5-7 and 10-12 depend) recites a system that visually 
monitors semiconductor processing, comprising a develop chamber and an image 
collector. ..located at least partially within the develop chamber, the image container collects 
energy reflected from inside the develop chamber and transmits a signal indicative of interior of 
the chamber. The Examiner's Answer incorrectly contends that claim 1 is silent regarding that 
the energy obtained by the image collector is related to the developing process. As claimed, the 
image collector is located at least partially within the develop chamber and collects energy 
reflected firom inside the develop chamber. Therefore, the image collector is obtaining energy 
relating to the developing process. 
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It is conceded that Sanada does not teach or suggest a develop chamber and Ogata is 
relied upon to overcome the deficiencies of Sanada, Ogata discloses a resist coating and 
developing unit but is silent regarding a systen) that visually monitors semiconductor processing 
and an image container that collects energy reflected from inside the develop chamber and 
transmits a signal indicative of interior of the chamber. Thus, Ogata does not contemplate 
monitoring a develop process and there is no teaching, suggestion, nor motivation to combine 
Ogata with Sanada to render obvious applicants' claimed invention. 

Independent claim 15: 

Claim 15 (from which claims 16-18 depend) recites a system that visually monitors an 
internal part of a semiconductor processing system, comprising an imaging means for 
collecting images of an interior of an enclosed developer and providing an image signal 
indicative of a visual representation of the interior of the developer,,. The imaging means can 
be an image collector located at least partially within a develop chamber as disclosed in 
Applicants' specification. Neither Sanada nor Ogata teach or suggest such features* It is 
conceded that Sanada does not disclose a develop chamber and Ogata is relied upon to overcome 
the deficiencies of Sanada. However, Sanada relates to \dsually monitoring a coating process 
and Ogata does not contemplate monitoring a develop process. Further, (he imaging meaixs 
collects images of an interior of an enclosed developer, and, therefore, is related to the 
developing process, which is neither taught nor suggested by the cited references. Therefore, 
there is no teaching, suggestion, or motivation to combine the cited references and, Sanada in 
view of Ogata does not make obvious the subject claims, 

tadeoendent claim 19: 

Claim 19 (from which claims 20-23 depend) recites a method for visually monitoring an 
interior of an enclosed developing chamber in a semiconductor processing system, comprising 
collecting visual images of the interior of a chamber and providing an image signal indicative 
thereof, and displaying a visual representation of the interior of the enclosed chamber based on 
the image signal. The enclosed chamber is a developing chamber and the visual images 
collected are of the interior of the enclosed developing chamber. Neith^" Sanada nor Ogata, 
alone or in combination, teach or even suggest a developing chamber or collecting visual images 
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of the interior of a developing chamber. Thus, the puipoited combination does not render the 
claims obvious. 

n. Regarding the Reiectiop of Claims 4, 8, 9, 13 and 14 Under 35 U.S,C, S103fal 

The Examiner incoirectly maintains the rejection of claims 4, 8, 9, 13 and 14 under 
U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Sanada and Ogata as applied to claims 1, 2 and 7 
above, and further in view of Stem, et al (U.S. 6,603,874). It is respectfully submitted that the 
assertions brought forth in the Final Office Action and the Examiner*? Answer are incorrect in 
view of at least the reasons set forth below as well as in qiplicants' Appeal Brief. The cited 
references do not teach or suggest all limitations as recited in tbe subject claims. 

The subject claims depend from independent claim L As discussed supra^ neither 
Sanada nor Ogata teach or suggest all limitations of claim 1 . Specifically, Sanada does not teach 
or suggest a develop chamber, as conceded, and Ogata is relied upon to overcome the 
deficiencies of Sanada. Ogata discloses a resist coating and developing xmit but is silent 
regarding a system that visually monitors semiconductor processing and an image container that 
collects energy reflected from inside the develop chamber and transmits a signal indicative of 
interior of the chamber. Moreover, Ogata does not contemplate monitoring a develop process. 

Stem ei aL in combination with Sanada and Ogata does not overcome the above- 
mentioned deficiencies. Stem et aL relates to imaging but is silent regarding a develop chamber, 
a system that visually monitors semiconductor processing and an image container that collects 
energy reflected from inside the develop chamber and transmits a signal indicative of interior of 
the chamber. Therefore, the purported combination does not render the claims obvious. 
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lU. Conclusion 

The subject application is believed to be in condition for allowance in view of the above 
comments, A prompt action to such end is earnestly solicited. 

In the event any fees are due in connection with this document, the Commissioner is 
authorized to charge those fees to Deposit Account No. 50-1063 [AMDP468US]. 

Should the Examiner believe a telephone interview would be helpful to expedite 
favorable prosecution, the Examiner is invited to contact applicants' imdersigned representative 
at the telephone number below. 



AMIN & TUROCY, LLP 

24^^" Floor, National City Center 
1900 E. 9^ Street 
Cleveland, Ohio 4411 4 
Telephone (216) 696-8730 
Facsimile (216) 696-8731 



Respectfully submitted, 

AMIN & TUROCY, LLP 




Patrica S. Muiphy 
Reg. No. 55,964 
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